In his address to the United Nations General Assembly on 26 October 1999 1 , Stephen Schwebel considered the much discussed subject of the "proliferation" of international courts and tribunals, concentrating on its consequences for the ICJ. President Schwebel maintained the balanced attitude taken in his address to the General Assembly in 1998 2 2 Available on the Court's website http:/ /www.icj-cij.org This was Judge Schwebel's last address to the General Assembly as President of the ICJ. Available on the Court's website. In that speech President Schwebel had stated, in particular: "It is inevitable that other international tribunals will apply the law whose content has been influenced by the Court, and that the Court will apply the law as may be influenced by other international tribunals. At the same time, it is possible that various courts may arrive at different interpretations of the law. Proliferation risks conflict. But the risk should not be exaggerated. While in principle there is a single system of international law, in practice there are various views on issues of the law, and not only between international tribunals and among other authoritative interpreters of the law. There are differences within the International Court of Justice itself. This is marked not only by separate and dissenting opinions, but in adjustments of the holdings of the Court over the years. In practice international courts may be expected to demonstrate due respect '~ stating, in particular, that: "A greater range of international legal fora is likely to mean that more disputes are submitted to international judicial settlement. The more international adjudication there is, the more there is likely to be; the "judicial habit" may stimulate healthy imitation". However, in President's Schwebel view , "in order to minimize such possibility as may occur of significant conflicting interpretations of international law, there might be virtue in enabling other international tribunals to request advisory opinions of the International Court of Justice on issues of international law that arise in cases before those tribunals that are of importance for the unity of international law".
As regards the legal feasibility of this idea, President Schwebel states: "In respect of international tribunals that are organs of the United Nations, i.e. the international tribunals for the prosecution of war crimes in the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, no jurisdictional problem in their requesting the Security Council to request advisory opinions on their behalf appears, should they wish to do so. The Security Council is authorized by the Charter to request the Court to give an advisory opinion "on any legal question"; and nothing in the Statutes of the war crimes tribunals debars them from asking the Security Council to exercise that authority on their behalf. Nor do the Administrative Tribunals of the United Nations system lack the competence to request the General Assembly or comparable organs of the Specialized Agencies to request opinions on their behalf. There is room for the argument that even international tribunals that are not United Nations organs, such as the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea, or the International Criminal Court when established, might, if they so decide, request the General Assembly -perhaps through the medium of a special committee established for the purpose -to request advisory opinions of the Court."
The proposal set out in the speech by President Schwebel, who had already discussed the topic in a learned paper of 1988 3 , has a history be-
